Corpus-based research has shown that the frequency of use of particular grammatical structures and lexis in English is not always congruent with the content or ordering of explicit rules in pedagogical materials. The present study provides an additional example from French, focusing on word-order rules related to adjective position and the (in)congruity of those rules with classroom input and texts written for and by native French speakers. In addition, it demonstrates how this (in)congruity leads to a particular, and particularly nonnativelike, performance on the part of even highly proficient L1 Englishspeaking learners in their evaluation of the acceptability of contextualized French sentences. This state of affairs leads us to re-examine the debate surrounding native speaker usage as both the basis of pedagogical norms and the goal of foreign language instruction.
Frequency of use of particular grammatical constructions and lexis has played an important role in both linguistic theory and (second) language acquisition. The present study examines frequency of use from the perspective of the applied linguist, as intermediary between the worlds of the theoristresearcher and the teacher-practitioner (Koike and Liskin-Gasparro 2003: 263) . We investigate the extent to which the pedagogical treatment of French adjective position typically found in American textbooks is congruent with word-order frequency patterns in corpora based on authentic Frenchlanguage texts and/or with oral input on adjective position in a typical American university classroom setting. This leads us to an investigation of how certain (in)congruities may manifest themselves in learners' acceptability judgments when they are presented with 'expected' and 'unexpected but nativelike' word orders within context. The cumulative results from these investigations, and the importance of frequency patterns in the field of applied linguistics more generally, are discussed with respect to the on-going pedagogical versus descriptive norm debate (Owen 1993; Widdowson 2000 ; see also Gass et al. 2002) and the related native-speaker-usage-as-goal debate (Blyth 2003) .
Japanese learners of English were asked to judge the acceptability of multiple wh-questions of the type Who ate what? and Who sat where?, wherein the sentence-final wh-word is a complement of the verb, versus questions of the type Who sang where?, wherein the sentence-final wh-word is an adjunct. Irrespective of this complement-adjunct distinction, the frequency of use of the three question types was found to be quite low: Only 122 examplars beginning with who . . . could be found in the 56 million word corpus Bley-Vroman consulted; 106 (or 87 percent) were specifically of the who . . . what type. Native English speakers, whose judgments were hypothesized to follow from abstract rules, favored both who . . . wh [complement] structures and disfavored the who . . . wh [adjunct] structure despite the acrossthe-board low frequency of all such structures in the corpus consulted. The learner group, as expected, favored the (relatively) predominant who . . . what type to the near exclusion of the other two, seemingly paying no heed to the complement-adjunct distinction.
Though certainly useful from the standpoint of L2 acquisition studies, both in terms of methodology and epistemological arguments, frequency patterns culled from authentic native-speaker corpora do not, as Bley-Vroman (2004: 270) pointed out, necessarily reflect what learners are exposed to, and it is this latter type of corpus that is crucial in L2 acquisition studies because it represents the input with which a learning algorithm would interact.
The potential dichotomy between frequency patterns in native-speaker usage and what classroom-based learners are exposed to (viewed broadly as the sum total of textbook presentations, authentic texts used in the classroom, and 'teacher talk') represents a third and especially applied linguistic perspective on frequency. An early study by Holmes (1988) on the presentation of expressions of doubt and uncertainty in ESL textbooks, for example, found that textbooks largely favored modal verbs while simultaneously neglecting alternatives such as adjectives, tag questions, and fall-rise intonation (1988: 40) . This led her to raise concerns that a simplicity criterion in the formulation of textbook rules may come at the cost of naturalness, and thus she concurred with Kasper (1979: 277) that the reduced range of expressions of modality witnessed in learners' production can, in some cases, be viewed as teaching induced.
More recent cases of mismatch have come to light through the corpusbased methodology of Biber (1988 Biber ( , 1995 and Biber et al. (1998) , and the corpus-based Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English (Biber et al. 1999) . A recent study by Biber and Reppen (2002) , for instance, examined six ESL textbooks, all of which presented attributive adjectives as the principle means of modifying nouns. Two-thirds of these textbooks included some treatment of participial adjectives (those ending in -ed and -ing) but only one discussed the use of nouns rather than adjectives as prenominal modifiers (e.g. tomato sauce, pencil case). However, Biber et al.'s (1999) analysis of English-based on a corpus of conversational transcripts, fictional literature, newspaper writing, and academic prose-showed that: (a) participial adjectives are quite rare across the four registers; (b) common attributive adjectives are in fact used the most in conversation to modify nouns, but most nouns actually have no modification at all in that register; and (c) nouns as prenominal modifiers are quite frequent in newspaper writing and nearly as common as adjectives.
Such corpus-based findings, Biber and Reppen (2002) suggested, should result in participial forms being given little attention in intermediate to advanced ESL materials and nouns as prenominal modifiers (and the various and complex meaning relations they evince) being given more prominent coverage. In other words, a descriptive norm for noun modification, established through corpus-based research, should serve as-or at the very least significantly inform the elaboration of-a pedagogical norm. (See O'Connor Di Vito 1991 for a similar argument based on frequency data from French.) This seemingly simple equation is not without its critics however (e.g. Owen 1993; Widdowson 2000) , and we re-examine their criticisms in the discussion section in light of the findings presented here on French adjective position.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Although the potential for mismatch between native-speaker usage and pedagogical materials has received some attention in the field of applied linguistics, the present study is unique in also offering a glimpse of the potential for mismatch between pedagogical materials and ambient language use in the classroom and, as a result, the potential for mismatch between native speaker and L2 learner intuitions of acceptable word order(s). Because each of the three research questions represents a mini-study in and of itself, involving a different study methodology and type of data analysis, I address each question in its own section, providing first an overview of the methodology used and then a presentation of results.
FRENCH ADJECTIVE POSITION IN TEXTBOOKS AND AUTHENTIC SOURCES
The complexity of English adjectival modification pointed out in Biber and Reppen (2002) is compounded in French by the fact that adjectives appear in both adnominal positions, prenominally (pre-N) and postnominally (post-N) following certain lexical and contextual (pragmatic) constraints as to their interpretation in one position versus the other (see, e.g., Delmonier 1980 for a general review; Delbecque 1990 for an account within cognitive grammar; Anderson 2002 for a compositional account within generative syntax). This state of affairs leads us to question whether the traditional textbook rules relating to adjectival modification in French reflect attested native-speaker language use any better than that uncovered by Biber and Reppen in authentic English-language texts across a number of genres.
English-speaking learners of French, at least in the typical American university setting, are provided with three adjective placement rules, which take the form of a general rule with two exceptions: Most adjectives in French are said to be post-N (as in (1)), though a few are pre-N (as in (2)), and a few more are said to change meaning based on their position (as in (3)).
(1) une voiture rouge 'a red car' (2) une petite maison 'a small house' (3) a. un bijou cher $ un cher bijou 'an expensive jewel' $ 'a cherished jewel' b. une é glise ancienne $ une ancienne é glise 'an ancient church' $ 'a former church'
First-and second-year textbooks of French published in the USA are strikingly similar in the statement of such rules and in their order of presentation, though they differ to some degree as to which adjectives are to be included in the (putative) lexical classes constituting exceptions to the general post-N rule. The textbooks used in the classrooms observed for the present study are no different. In the first-year textbook Chez nous (Valdman and Pons 1997) , students are first told that most adjectives follow the noun (1997: 73), but that the twelve adjectives listed in (4) typically, and exceptionally, precede the noun (1997: 241):
'pretty' f. bon, mauvais 'good, bad' g. premier, dernier 'first, last'
In the second-year textbook Quant à moi (Bragger and Rice 1996) , the basic post-N rule is reviewed, as is the class of adjectives that exceptionally appear prenominally (1996: 33) . Note, however, that this class of exceptions has eleven members instead of twelve, having lost some members from the Chez Nous list in (4) (e.g., bon, premier, dernier, gros) but gaining others (e.g., long 'long', court 'short', and autre 'other'). Bragger and Rice (1996) then present the second exception to the basic post-N rule, wherein students are told that 'a number of adjectives change meaning depending on whether they're placed after or before a noun. In general, an adjective placed after the noun retains its basic, concrete meaning. The same adjective placed before the noun is used in an abstract or figurative manner ' (1996: 34, emphasis in original) . The seven adjectives that apparently fall into this class are listed in (5). The first English gloss captures the meaning derived from pre-N position; the second gloss that derived from post-N position. Note that Bragger and Rice put the adjective grand in both lists of exceptions. In other words, grand is apparently exceptionally pre-N and exceptionally variable at the same time. To summarize, the pedagogical treatment of French adjective position commonly found in university-level American textbooks presents post-N position as the most frequent and typical (¼ unmarked) adjective order; the less frequent and exceptional (¼ marked) pre-N order is either required when the adjective is a member of a seemingly fixed lexical class, such as the list in (4), or licensed by a particular interpretation that differs from that obtained in post-N position, such as the list in (5). This difference in interpretation is often, though not always, captured through distinct English glosses.
Methodology
In order to determine the extent to which the pedagogical treatment just summarized is congruent with authentic French texts, three corpora were consulted: Wilmet's (1980) corpus of literary texts (approximately 10 million words; 3,835 adjectives), Forsgren's (1978) corpus of newspaper texts from Le Monde and L'Express (1 million words; 829 adjectives), and Larsson's (1993) corpus of travel catalogues, travel guides, and other non-literary prose (1.5 million words; 113 adjectives).
3 Using Wilmet's corpus as the point of comparison, given that it contains the highest number of discrete lexemes (3,835 adjectives), an arbitrary cut-off point of 25 attestations or more was used, creating a list of 205 adjectives. 4 The total number of attestations, pre-N attestations, and post-N attestations for each of the 205 adjectives across the three corpora was then determined by adding Forsgren's and Larsson's data to that found in Wilmet, if available.
Results
The 205 most frequently attested adjectives in French texts appear to fall along a continuum, at one end of which we find 68 adjectives (or 33.2 percent) appearing either only in post-N position (n ¼ 34) or typically in that position (n ¼ 34) and at the other end of which we find 15 adjectives (or 7.3 percent) typically appearing in pre-N position, as shown in Table 1 . Note that there are no adjectives appearing only in pre-N position. The remaining 122 adjectives (or 59.5 percent) are regularly attested in both positions, with some having what we might call an affinity for post-N position (n ¼ 41) or pre-N position (n ¼ 29), but others being highly variable (n ¼ 52).
Reminiscent of Holmes' (1988) critique of the simplicity versus naturalness of textbook rules, such data raise some problems for the seemingly straightforward, fixed-order rules of adjective position exemplified in (1)-(3), and the associated lists in (4) and (5). A textbook rule to the effect that adjectives typically appear after the noun in French-a word order that clearly contrasts with what one finds in English-is only partly descriptively 
accurate. It is accurate in the sense that the ends of the continuum are not equivalent in their percentages: There are many more adjectives appearing either only or typically in post-N position than is the case for pre-N position. It is inaccurate in the sense that it ignores the distributional behavior of 59.5 percent of the most frequently used adjectives, which can appear in both positions. French is not, as the rule implies, the mirror opposite of English but instead is more accurately viewed as an 'ANA' (adjective-noun-adjective) language, as opposed to both 'systematic AN' languages like English and German and 'systematic NA' languages like Indonesian and Thai (Cinque 1994: 99-101) .
The data also lead us to question the criteria textbooks use for including certain adjectives in the two lists in (4) and (5). For the so-called prenominal adjectives, a frequency of 90 percent or greater in that position would establish that adjectives such as excellent, fameux '(in)famous', moindre 'slightest', and vrai 'real/true', need to be added. That list itself implies a fixed lexical class to be memorized, though in reality it does nothing more than provide a handful of frequently attested adjectives (n ¼ 15 [7.5 percent]) that typically appear just in that position. Many more adjectives can appear in pre-N position as well. For the so-called change-of-meaning adjectives, the data show that the list in (5) falls woefully short in terms of representing those adjectives that actually do regularly appear in both positions (n ¼ 52).
Even if it were to be established that such rules are accurate with respect to colloquial French as spoken between native speakers, and thus appropriate for oral proficiency-oriented classrooms, such rules obviously fail to capture the state of affairs in written texts, particularly literature, to which learners at later course levels are exposed. Yet even students at earlier course levels occasionally find counter-examples to what they are taught: The four cases of 'unexpected' pre-N position in (6) come from the cultural readings of two first-year and two second-year US textbooks, respectively.
(6) a. La France a un excellent systè me de transports publics (Magnan et al. 2002: 223) 'France has an excellent system of public transport.' b. Cela explique le grand nombre de magnifiques châ teaux dans la ré gion. (Valdman and Pons 1997: 395) 'This explains the great number of magnificent chateaux in the region.' c.
[U]ne véritable explosion de la technologie, . . . One might wish to argue that the examples provided in (6) demonstrate that input-at least classroom-related input-is not as contradictory to descriptive norms as argued in this section. Examples of the type in (6), however, are only occasionally found in textbook reading materials; they are included here to demonstrate that, even when making a concerted effort to write level-appropriate cultural readings, textbook authors sometimes break the very grammar rules they present elsewhere in the textbook, suggesting a true disparity between rules and 'naturalistic' usage.
5 (I return to the issue of descriptively accurate statements about French adjective position in the discussion section.)
FREQUENCY OF ADJECTIVE USE AND POSITION IN CLASSROOM INPUT

Methodology
In order to get a general sense of how well the classroom setting as primary input source reflects either textbook rules or the corpora-based descriptive norm just summarized, frequency counts of adjective type (i.e. discrete lexemes) and their position in classroom input were collected by the researcher from 60 hours of in-class observations of university-level French courses at a large Midwestern American university. Ten hours were spent in each of six courses spanning the curriculum-from the four semesters comprising the first-and second-year language skills curriculum (referred to as Levels 1a, 1b, 2a, and 2b below), to a third-year conversation course (Level 3) and a fourth-year lecture course on French civilization (Level 4). Each of these courses was taught almost exclusively in French by a mix of native and nonnative instructors, none of whom were aware of the purpose of this observation period. Class observations were conducted on days when adjective position was not the focus of explicit instruction, as this would have more than likely biased the frequency counts.
The first-and second-year courses consisted of explicit grammar instruction, drills, and communicative activities normally involving students in pair or group work. The conversation and civilization courses involved no explicit grammar instruction; the former involved mostly teacherstudent and student-student oral communication based on previous course readings and video segments whereas the latter was almost exclusively devoted to instructor-delivered lectures. Error correction was minimal in all courses and no case of error correction involving adjective position was witnessed during the observation period (despite the fact that some errors were made).
Oral input on adjective position in all courses came from one of three sources: the instructor, audio aides (such as cassette and videotape), and the students themselves. Written input in the first-and second-year courses came from two sources: visual aids (such as handouts, transparencies, writing on the blackboard) and passages from the textbook that were read silently or aloud in class. At Level 3, written materials included authentic newspaper and magazine articles in addition to visual aides; at Level 4, a number of works of French literature were read outside of class. Note that written input in these latter two course levels is qualitatively the same as that used in the corpora compiled by Forsgren (1978) , Wilmet (1980) , and Larsson (1993) .
At issue during this period of investigation was classroom input that could be seen and/or heard by all students in the classroom (as well as the researcher). Input from students involved in pair and group work was therefore excluded from analysis. Material to be read outside of class was also excluded, as there was no guarantee that all students had actually read such material. Although the totality of input-including sources of input the learner might have voluntarily sought out outside of class-could obviously never be exhaustively tallied, the exclusion of certain forms of input was, first and foremost, a matter of logistics (i.e. not having the appropriate funds, equipment, facilities, and time to sound record then transcribe all classroom input from every participant in every situation of use). Despite this drawback, I see no reason to suspect that student-delivered input to other students during pair-or group-work would be qualitatively different (at least in terms of adjective position) from the input delivered by students that was audible to the entire class; this latter source of input already constitutes 10-30 percent of all sources of input tallied as part of the observation period.
Each instance of adjective use during each class session was recorded with pen and paper by the researcher. A coding scheme was devised whereby an 11 Â 17-inch sheet of paper was divided into quadrants labeled according to the source of the input: 'instructor', 'student', 'audio', and 'written'. Each quadrant was then subdivided according to the position of adjectival modification: 'pre-N', 'post-N', 'predicate', and 'other' (to be described below). Input of the form une bonne idée 'a good idea' by the instructor was therefore recorded as an instance of the adjective bonne in the instructor quadrant, pre-N sub-quadrant. Hatch marks next to the adjective bonne were used for any further exemplars of this adjective (including its masculine form bon) in this position from this source. I acknowledge that mere human error caused by fatigue, etc., may have resulted in tallies that are less accurate than if each session were recorded on tape. Though the results presented below should be considered with some caution, then, occasional errors could not have reached a significant enough level to detract from the highly salient patterns of usage that we will find.
The resulting sixty sheets, each representing one 50-minute class session, were then tallied in order to determine: (a) the relative contribution of the four sources of input; (b) the average token (exemplar) count of adjectives per 50-minute class period; (c) the ratio of pre-N to post-N/predicate tokens; (d) the type count (number of discrete lexemes) entering into pre-N and post-N positions; and (e) the frequency of variation in position-that is, the extent to which a given adjective appeared at least once in both pre-N and post-N position during the ten hours of observation.
Results
The instructor, not surprisingly, was the primary provider of input in the classroom. (See Figure 1 available to online subscribers at http:// applij.oxfordjournals.org.) This was especially the case in the first-year courses (Levels 1a, 1b); the second-and third-year courses (Levels 2a, 2b, 3) showed a greater proportion of input from students and from audio aides. The instructor was by far the predominant source of input in the fourth-year course (Level 4), given that it involved instructor-delivered lectures on French civilization with minimal class participation on the part of students.
Concerning the average number of times an adjective occurred in the input during any one 50-minute class period, we find a general increase with level, from 42 tokens at Level 1a to 156 tokens per class at Level 4. (See Figure 2 available to online subscribers at http://applij.oxfordjournals.org.) Students therefore heard an adjective used anywhere from one to three times per minute on average.
Aggregate data on the frequency with which adjectives appeared in pre-N, post-N, and predicate positions, or in other constructions (e.g. used in isolation, in elliptical constructions such as la charmante 'the charming [one]' and following indefinite pronouns, as in quelqu'un de charmant 'someone charming'), demonstrate that post-N and predicate positions were generally equally frequent and together constitute fully 75 percent of the ratio whereas pre-N position never surpassed 27 percent across course levels. Finally, we find that very few adjectives varied in position during the 10 hours of in-class observation. There was no variation attested at Level 1a, and only four to seven adjectives varied in position from Level 1b through to Level 3. Moreover, some of the input provided to learners in these courses, in the form of other students' output, was nonnativelike.
6 At the most advanced undergraduate level, learners got somewhat more input involving To summarize the observational data just presented, the ambient language of the classroom clearly mimics the pedagogical treatment that American university-level classroom learners receive from textbooks. Although adjectives are, in general, a very frequent part of the input, the rate of pre-N position (at roughly 25 percent) is essentially static across levels, pointing to the fact that classroom input across levels is in no way contradictory to what learners are initially taught: Post-N position is basic (unmarked) and pre-N position is exceptional (marked). The adjectives that do appear in pre-N position in classroom input are, in most cases, those that learners already expect to appear in that position (cf. the list in (4) and Appendix A). The few adjectives that appear in both positions are again, in most cases, those that learners expect to do so (cf. the list in (5) and Appendix B).
By the end of the first-year level, then, both instruction and classroom input would lead learners to expect that adjectives will appear in post-N position, with the notable exception of the class of adjectives in (4) (those in (5) having not yet been introduced). By the second-year level, it could be argued that instruction provides examples, in the form of so-called change of meaning adjectives, that variation in position is to be associated with variation in interpretation (and, perhaps by implication, always to interpretation). However, learners' explicit knowledge of interpretative differences, as exemplified by the adjectives in (5), typically consists of arbitrary and unsystematic English glosses. By arbitrary I mean that instruction never provides an adequate explanation for why the pre-N position of cher should correspond to beloved or for its post-N position to correspond to expensive.
7 Though telling students, following Bragger and Rice (1996) , that the meaning in post-N position is 'concrete' and the meaning in pre-N position is 'figurative,' might (somehow) help, it does not account for other adjectives in (5) like prochain 'next.' This latter adjective also demonstrates the fact that English glosses are unsystematic, in that prochain translates as 'next' in either position.
Before considering our final research question, I note that no research on adjective position in native French speaker discourse is available to date. An anonymous Applied Linguistics reviewer questions the validity of comparing primarily spoken classroom discourse-or any other kind of spoken discourse-to written texts without first demonstrating that adjective position is insensitive to this difference in medium. While recognizing the potentially important distinction in medium, and the need for further research in this area, the validity of comparing classroom input to written texts in the present study lies in the fact that such a comparison roughly corresponds to the curriculum of typical university-level courses: an emphasis on listening comprehension and oral communication in the first-and second-year language courses, leading to an emphasis on reading comprehension (typically literature-based) and proficiency in writing in the third-and fourth-year courses. Were it to turn out that the degree of variation in adjective position found in written texts is restricted to just that medium, revisions to pedagogy would necessarily be restricted to writing-intensive (composition, creative composition, stylistics) courses at the third-and fourth-year levels. (I return to this issue in the discussion section.)
LEARNER INTUITIONS OF ACCEPTABILITY
Thus far, we have seen an incongruity between textbook presentations of adjective position and authentic text sources across a number of written text genres (research question 1) and that ambient language use involving adjective position in the classroom is clearly more congruent with, and might therefore be taken to reinforce, the explicit rules found in textbooks (research question 2). We are now in a position to address our third research question-the extent to which intuitions of acceptability among classroom learners are biased by the congruity between pedagogical treatment and classroom input frequency patterns. An empirical study previously reported in Anderson (2002 Anderson ( , 2007 can shed some light on this question. Anderson (2002 Anderson ( , 2007 investigated the acquisition of various morphosyntactic properties of French noun phrases by administering an acceptability judgment task in which participants had to evaluate the appropriateness of sentences featuring, among other things, the pre-versus post-N position of adjectives. Each of the adjectives selected were 'highly variable' with respect to position (cf. Table 1 ) yet, crucially, do not figure in textbook lists of adjectives said to change meaning based on position (cf. the list in (10)). These include: lourd 'heavy', violent 'violent', charmant 'charming', précieux 'precious', épais 'thick', étrange 'strange', and délicieux 'delicious'. (See Appendix C, available to online subscribers at http://applij.oxfordjournals. org, for test sentences.) Study participants included English-speaking learners of French in the second, third, and fourth years of undergraduate study (n ¼ 80) who were attending courses at the same institution at which the observational data were collected; a group of advanced learners (n ¼ 20) consisting of graduate student instructors at that same institution as well as secondary education teachers; and a group of native French speakers (n ¼ 27) roughly matched in age and education level.
Methodology
Each adjective appeared in test sentences once prenominally and once postnominally, with each test sentence preceded once by a context motivating acceptance and once by a context motivating rejection of one or the other adjective order, for a total of four position-interpretation pairings per adjective. These were randomly distributed across two testing instruments administered a week apart. After reading each context and paired test sentence, study participants were directed to check boxes labeled 'fine', 'odd', or 'cannot decide' to the prompt This particular sentence sounds ___ in this context.
As an example, each of the sentences in (7) featuring the adjective lourd 'heavy' was paired with each of two contexts.
(7) a. Pierre doit laisser la lourde valise avec son ami.
b. Pierre doit laisser la valise lourde à l'aé roport. 'Pierre has to leave the heavy suitcase with his friend/at the airport.'
In the first context, motivating a unique noun-referent interpretation, there was one and only one suitcase, which happened to be heavy and which 'Pierre' had to leave behind with his friend. In the second context, motivating a multiple noun-referent interpretation, there were a number of suitcases, only one of which was heavy, and it was this one that 'Pierre' had to leave behind at the airport. (See Appendix D, available to online subscribers at http://applij.oxfordjournals.org, for the complete version of each context.)
When viewed solely in terms of truth-conditional semantics, each of the four position-interpretation pairings is compatible save for one: pre-N position (7a) in a multiple noun-referent context. This is because the singular definite article la and pre-N adjective lourde, together, presuppose a unique suitcase in context (which happens to be heavy). This presupposition does not hold when the adjective is in post-N position, where all that is required is that there be at least one such suitcase in context. The testing instrument, then, allows us to examine how classroom learners react to an 'expected' word order (i.e. sentences like (7b) in either context) as well as to an 'unexpected' but semantically and pragmatically appropriate word order (i.e. sentences like (7a), but only in the unique noun-referent context).
Results
As the mean acceptance rates from native French speakers in Table 2 show, truth-conditional semantics was not the only factor determining acceptance rates: Two of the pairings received essentially chance-level rates of acceptance (pre-N position in a multiple noun-referent context, at 49 percent, and post-N position in a unique context, at 52 percent), whereas the other two pairings showed much clearer above-or below-chance rates (pre-N position in a unique noun-referent context, at 74 percent, and post-N position in a multiple noun-referent context, at 37 percent).
As was argued in Anderson (2002 Anderson ( , 2007 , results for each of the four position-interpretation pairings among the native French speakers are explainable in terms of a disproportionate interaction between semantics and pragmatic implicature, in particular, the Gricean maxim of quantity: An utterance should be no more and no less informative than is required for the current purposes of the exchange (Grice 1975) . The position-interpretation pairing that was 'true' in terms of semantics and also the most pragmatically appropriate was accepted at the highest rate (74 percent); the pairing that was also 'true' in terms of semantics but was pragmatically the least appropriate was accepted at the lowest rate (37 percent).
8
Do learner group response patterns show the same bias toward pragmatic implicature in their acceptance rates? The comparison of mean acceptance rates between native French speakers and learner groups in Table 3 shows that learners performed in a particular (and particularly non-Frenchlike) way in which the interaction goes in the opposite direction, favoring semantics over pragmatics.
Recall that the only position-interpretation pairing that was semantically incompatible was pre-N position (7a) in a multiple noun-referent context, given the presupposition of uniqueness of the noun referent. All learner groups did indeed accept this pairing at the lowest rate of the four, and, with the exception of the second-year learners (at þ9 percent), did so more strongly than the native French speakers, at mean acceptance rates that were 11-15 percent lower).
9 However, they also accepted at much lower mean rates (À12 to À23 percent) the most felicitous position-interpretation pairing for the native French speakers: pre-N position in a unique noun-referent context. Recall also that post-N position (7b) was semantically compatible under either interpretation. All learner groups accepted these two positioninterpretation pairings at much higher rates than the native French speakers (þ23 to þ31 percent), including the least felicitous position-interpretation pairing for the native French speakers-post-N position in a multiple nounreferent context. This is precisely what one would expect from the pedagogical treatment these learners are provided and the congruity of that treatment with classroom input, which under-represents actual usage in text-based corpora and, as we have now seen, differs from native speaker intuitions of overall (semantico-pragmatic) acceptability. Although a bias toward, or even strict adherence to, explicit pedagogical rules in evaluating such sentences may not seem all that surprising, what does stand out in the data from Anderson (2002 Anderson ( , 2007 is that these differential rates in acceptance between native and nonnative speakers are as true for the advanced group in that study-consisting of graduate student instructors and second education teachers-as they are for the intermediate (second-year) learner group. This would seem to indicate no increased sensitivity to contextual (pragmatic) factors in adjective position over the course of studying French, even though the advanced group had been exposed to much more authentic input through texts written for and by native French speakers (i.e. the descriptive norm uncovered in our examination of authentic text corpora).
DISCUSSION
What should be clear from the findings presented here is that rules of French adjective placement that one typically finds in (at least American) textbooks, though not plainly incorrect, are not fully descriptively accurate either, at least with respect to written French across several text genres. In particular, such rules portray pre-N and post-N positions as mutually exclusive for almost all adjectives when, in fact, they are not.
Similar discrepancies are often found between rules for and by native speakers and what those speakers actually do. One need look no further than the French for an example, with colloquial speech often at odds with the prescriptive bon usage and the admonishments of the Académie française. One might therefore also expect to find a discrepancy between textbook rules and what teachers do in the classroom and/or what students find to be 'acceptable' in terms of word order. As we have seen, however, this is not the case: These rules are faithfully reflected in classroom language use by instructors, to such an extent that, when asked to evaluate the acceptability of 'expected' and 'unexpected but nativelike' word orders (and one would presume in production as well), both instructors and students paid much less attention to problems in pragmatic implicature than did native speakers, a situation which does not appear to change even in the face of counterexamples occasionally provided in the textbooks they use (see (6) above) and most certainly in the written texts that they read at later course levels. As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, this situation can be considered a testament to the power of classroom instruction (instructor input in particular); if instruction is changed, he or she reasons, it is likely that classroom learners will reflect this change.
But should instruction be changed? If so, who along the continuum from the theorist-researcher to the teacher-practitioner should inform and guide this change? At which level? In what way? Such questions are at the very heart of two on-going debates that I re-examine before proposing some answers: the pedagogical versus descriptive norm debate (e.g. Owen 1993; Widdowson 2000 ; and the collection of articles in Gass et al. 2002) and the interrelated native-speaker-usage-as-goal debate in foreign language pedagogy (e.g. the collection of articles in Blyth 2003).
On the whole, the approach to instruction on French adjective position outlined earlier appears advantageous in its simplicity, providing easily remembered rules of thumb that learners can apply in language production. That this approach to instruction does not, as we have seen, straightforwardly follow the descriptive norm is a situation that linguists utilizing a corpus-based methodology believe can and should be remedied. Conrad (2000) , for instance, sees in corpus-based research an immediate way in which linguistics can inform language pedagogy, freeing language teachers from 'hav[ing] to rely on judgments of grammatical accuracy or on native speakers' intuition about what sounds natural ' (2000: 555) . Although the subsequent study by Biber and Reppen (2002) uses a disclaimer to the effect that frequency should not be the sole factor in material design, they nevertheless suggest that 'a selective revision of pedagogy to reflect actual use, as shown by frequency studies, could result in radical changes that facilitate the learning process for students ' (2002: 199) . Owen (1993) , however, provides examples of how a total reliance on a corpus does not necessarily yield better observation and, more importantly, questions whether better observation automatically equates to better explanation (1993: 168) (but see Francis and Sinclair 1994 for rebuttal). For his part, Widdowson (2000) objects to the kind of equation just described as a case of linguistics applied: a mistaken belief that what is textually attested 'uniquely represents real language and that this reality should define the foreign language subject' (2000: 8) (but see Stubbs 2001 for rebuttal). What is needed, according to Widdowson, is not simply linguistics applied to pedagogy but a true role for applied linguistics: an approach to usage that also recognizes native speakers' awareness of and opinions about such usage.
The need for a truly applied linguistics perspective on native speaker usage (including frequency patterns) is embodied in a pedagogical norm, originally conceptualized in Valdman (1989) and elaborated upon in Bardovi-Harlig and Gass (2002) as:
[A] combination of language systems and forms selected by linguists and pedagogues to serve as the immediate language target, or targets, that learners seek to acquire during their language study. In other words, pedagogical norms represent a mid-point, or series of mid-points, for learners as they progress toward acquiring native language norms . . . [thus constituting] . . . a form of language that is acceptable to native speakers but easier to learn than the full native language system. (p.
3)
The textbook word-order rules for French adjective position, reviewed earlier, would first appear to constitute an appropriate pedagogical norm under Bardovi-Harlig and Gass's (2002) definition because the learner is able to produce a subset of the totality of possible utterances deemed acceptable to native speakers, which may turn out to be even more the case in spoken than in written French (though the difference in mediums remains to be studied). The learner data presented here from Anderson (2002 Anderson ( , 2007 , however, provides one piece of evidence that textbook rules and classroom input do not constitute a sufficient pedagogical norm, as learners have stopped in their progress toward acquiring native speaker (i.e. descriptively accurate) norms.
As the articles in Blyth (2003) attest, however, it is highly debatable whether the 'Native Speaker' (as an idealized abstraction) should be the appropriate model for the contemporary learner. For Kramsch (2002 Kramsch ( , 2003 , too much of a focus on an authentic native speaker norm reduces foreign language (FL) study to a constant 'approximation to and conformity with stereotypical native speakers, thus often silencing other, FL-specific forms of language potential ' (2002: 60) . Language learning in instructional settings, on my understanding of Kramsch's (2003) argument, should not be viewed solely in a teleological sense-as language acquisition directed toward a fixed, nativelike end-point-but rather as language appropriation by learners in the sense that they are constructing a linguistic and even cultural identity 'in the interstices of national languages and on the margins of monolingual speakers' territories ' (2003: 260) . The political nature of the debate, as highlighted by Kramsch, becomes all the more apparent when one additionally considers the status of the foreign language on the world stage (e.g. French as an international language in retreat) and how deeply the normative attitudes of its speakers run (e.g. France's three-century-long history of acceptance and maintenance of the standard (Lodge 1993) ).
The foregoing synopsis of the debates surrounding native speaker usage as both the goal of foreign language instruction and the extent to which pedagogical norms need apply has highlighted the real world complexities involved in what would otherwise seem to be a simple equation: Revise pedagogy to reflect actual use, as shown by frequency studies, and this will result in a more targetlike performance on the part of learners. So we return, then, to the questions posed earlier: (1) Should instruction be changed? (2) If so, who along the continuum from the theorist-researcher to the teacher-practitioner should inform and guide this change? (3) At which level? (4) In what ways?
With respect to our first question, because one can empirically demonstrate that the pedagogical norm for French adjective position prevents learners from eventually acquiring native speaker (i.e. descriptively accurate) norms, instruction should be changed so that-irrespective of whether the attainment of such a norm is necessarily desirable-learners have both a choice in selecting one grammatical or lexical form over the other and an awareness of the meaning potential of each choice (following Kramsch 2002: 71) .
Because researchers utilizing authentic corpora are the only ones who can empirically demonstrate incongruities between pedagogical rules and native speaker usage, they are the ones who should play the most significant role in guiding such changes. Yet they must do so, following Widdowson (2000) , within a sociolinguistic framework: an approach to usage that also recognizes native speakers' awareness of and opinions about such usage. Stated in other terms, and following Kerr (2002) , the application of corpus-based findings to pedagogy entails asking to what extent the frequency patterns of native speaker usage, culled from native-speaker corpora in both written and spoken mediums, can help us establish a more refined pedagogical norm rather than a pedagogical norm that is necessarily congruous with a descriptive norm at each stage.
In response to our third question, Kerr (2002) has already suggested that instruction on variant word-order constructions be delayed until the thirdyear level of undergraduate instruction and beyond, particularly for those constructions in which variant word orders are correlated with preceding contextual information (as is the present case), since learners cannot be expected to use such constructions appropriately until their focus of attention can go beyond the sentence frame (2002: 195) .
Finally, with respect to our fourth question, the foregoing discussion would seem to indicate that, within American universities at least, the traditional third-year undergraduate Advanced Grammar course represents the most appropriate venue for increased attention to variant wordorder constructions, which would in turn serve to transform such courses into ones that truly are advanced and not simply remedial. In order for this transformation to take place, at least with respect to French adjective position, one must first recognize that the acceptability of pre-N versus post-N order is not a matter of grammaticality in French, as it is in English, but rather a matter of permissibility given lexical and contextual (pragmatic) factors (Waugh 1977) . This entails that we should treat differences in adjective position, and any other instances of flexible yet grammatical word order, as cases of pragmatically marked and unmarked structures.
Following Dryer (1995) , a particular word order can be described as pragmatically unmarked (even if it is not the most frequently attested order) if one can show that it is the default order-that is, the order that is used elsewhere once the contexts(s) of use of the pragmatically marked order have been characterized (1995: 103) . The task of concisely characterizing contexts in which the other word order or orders are used falls most naturally upon the corpus-based applied linguist; Anderson (2002) demonstrated that uniqueness of the noun referent is one such situation in which pragmatically marked pre-N adjective order is used, though there are likely more contexts to be discovered. As suggested by research on data-driven language learning (in, e.g., Aston 2001), this same discovery task might then be mimicked, as the primary pedagogical activity for instructors and learners to engage in, within a truly advanced grammar course. Larsson (1993) limits his study to 113 adjectives having a valorisation positive 'positive value' because his source material is principally travel catalogues and tourist guides, both of which tend to play up the positive attributes of the locales they are describing. The lists of adjectives from Forsgren (1978) and Wilmet (1980) are not limited by such lexical semantic considerations. 4 As pointed out to me by A. Valdman (personal communication, 10 December 1999) , the frequency counts provided in the three corpora synthesized in Table 1 are potentially inaccurate representations of the extent to which adjectives vary in position because no indication of the range of nouns with which the adjectives appear is provided. Thus, although an adjective like plein 'full' may appear roughly half the time in pre-N position, it may do so only in a number of fixed expressions such as la pleine lune 'the full moon'. Though this may be so, the cutoff point of 25 or greater total attestations goes some way in ensuring that collocations like la pleine lune were not the only source of variable position data. Moreover, in the results I later present from Anderson (2002 Anderson ( , 2007 , the adjectives used in the test sentences in Appendix C varied in position with a range of nouns, as shown by a concordance run on texts found in the ARTFL database. 5 One might additionally question, as did an anonymous Applied Linguistics reviewer, why variation in adjective position in textbooks was not also examined during the observational study. As discussed in the following section, no classroom input corpus could exhaustively tally the totality of input directed at students (especially sources of input the learner has a choice in seeking out outside of class).
Because there was no assurance that cultural readings, such as the ones serving as the source of the examples in (6), actually constituted input in or outside of the class, they were excluded from the tally. If, however, a cultural reading was read silently or aloud in class, the tokens of adjective position in that reading were included. 6 Unfortunately, the contexts within which these specific instances of nonnativelike use in student output occurred could not be fully recorded. The researcher (himself an advanced nonnative speaker of French) simply determined that the use of a particular adjective in a particular position sounded odd given the contextual information in the student's utterance by placing an asterisk next to the adjective in the appropriate adjective position sub-quadrant on the tally sheet. 7 Such an explanation involves a base meaning for the adjective cher as 'greater than average in value', with its two polysemes determined syntactically: In post-N position, an objective interpretation obtains (i.e. greater than average in value according to some objective criterion, such as monetary value [¼ expensive]). In pre-N position, a subjective interpretation obtains (i.e. greater than average in value according to some subjective criterion, such as emotional value [¼ beloved]). 8 Use of the noun phrase la valise lourde 'the heavy suitcase' in a sentence following a context in which the reader has been told that there were several suitcases would be 'fine' in semantic terms (as all that is required is at least one such suitcase to be left) but particularly 'odd' in pragmatic terms (as it creates for a sentence that is less informative than it could be for the current purposes of the exchange). 9 I argue elsewhere (Anderson 2002 (Anderson , 2007 that this finding contradicts the claim that learner grammars, in contrast to native speaker grammars, are wholly based on 'what they have heard and how often' (a possibility that Bley-Vroman 2004: 263, entertains) . This is because there is nothing in classroom input frequency to prevent generalizing the acceptability of pre-N position of an adjective such as lourde in (7a) from one interpretation to the other. Knowledge of syntaxsemantic composition in a povertyof-the-stimulus situation such as this (i.e. knowledge to the effect that the pairing of (7a) with a multiple nounreferent context is the least acceptable in truth-conditional semantic terms despite impoverished input on the part of L2 French learners) implies an interlanguage grammar that is epistemologically equivalent to that of native speakers.
